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Matter 5:  Regional Transport Strategy
Matter 5A:  Overall Transport Strategy
(i)
Does the Regional Transport Strategy provide an appropriate long-term framework for highways and public transport in the region, reflecting the other RSS policies and the RES?
Draft RTS does not because:  (1) It disperses confusing and conflicting messages.  
Confusing because, for example, 
…  the claim is made in the opening words of the ‘Introduction’:  “The Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for North West England provides a framework for the physical development of the region over the next fifteen to twenty years.  Incorporating the Regional Transport Strategy, it …..  sets priorities for dealing with environmental issues, transport infrastructure ….”.    
But
…  no priorities are in fact set, anywhere, for dealing with environmental issues (transport related or otherwise).  Draft Policy DP1 only makes a suggestion that strategies “should” (ie. not must) “set out” the harmful environmental (and social and economic) aspects of developments.  There is no requirement for any action.  Meanwhile, the transport chapter states:  “the RTS supports the vision and objectives of RSS by concentrating on the development of better transport links within the region and between the North West and other parts of the UK, mainland Europe and beyond” (para. 10.2) which is at odds with reducing the need to travel.         

Conflicting because, for example, on the one hand 
the RSS’s over-arching description of the region is (rather oddly) described entirely in terms of transport corridors (‘Our Region’, paras. 2.1 & 2.2, p. 3 & p. 4) and the transport chapter opens by speaking of the “substantial investment” [in transport infrastructure] “particularly in highways construction” over 50 years.  And, the NWRA, in its response to this question (2nd draft), shared with the Regional Transport Advisory Group, admitted in their opening paragraph that the region’s public transport networks “have suffered from many years of under investment”.
And yet,  
…. the RTS prioritises a large number of environmentally damaging road schemes above a number of public transport schemes that would help achieve modal shift and it fails to commend to government any packages of ‘soft’ measures such as networks of Greenways and Quiet Lanes which scored highly in the priority listing (ref. Table 10.2d, p. 48, Draft NW RSS).  
The RTS also does not provide an appropriate long-term framework because:                   (2) the key regional sustainability canopy under which the RTS should have been formulated – Action for Sustainability – is missing.

According to the NWRA, a number of regional partners – in their submissions on Draft RSS – complained about the lack of an over-arching framework.  The Assembly’s reaction was to table at the Regional Transport Advisory Group (RTAG) meeting on September 7th possible re-writes of Policies RT 1 and RT 2 and some of the supporting text.    Whilst the advice given at that meeting was that it would not be apposite to respond to these re-writes in the submissions to the EIP Panel on Draft RSS, NW TAR would merely like to comment that these were an improve-ment in several respects on the officially published versions - not least because the new supporting text included the phrase: “Road traffic is a major source of CO2 emissions, with increasing car use contributing towards global warming and climate change” (para. 10.5).  It was only the one mention and it was not included in part of a policy, but it still represented a stride forward from Draft RSS.   
That said, NW TAR would argue that the RTS and the rest of the RSS still have a long way to go to get the balance right between the three pillars of sustainability and, in order to achieve that balance, they need – amongst other things – to be operating, and be seen to be operating, according to the 10 priorities agreed as part of the Action for Sustainability (AfS) framework.  This framework was signed up to by the AfS Management Board and approved by the full Assembly.  It should be adhered to and it should be given the prominence in policies that is due to it.  
In addition, credence should be given to two key recommendations in the Sustain-ability Appraisal, ie. that reducing the need to travel, especially by car, should be the main priority and that a transport hierarchy should be adopted.  If these had been factored into the transport priorities and the Regional Funding Allocation processes, the outcomes would have undoubtedly been significantly different.    
As far as the second part of the question is concerned, ie. the relationship of the RTS to the RES, NW TAR would argue that the influence of the RES and the Regional Development Agency has been too great.  This is not a feature peculiar to this region but one which has become apparent throughout the country.  MVA conducted research for the Department for Transport looking at the relationships between regional transport, economic and spatial strategies in all nine English regions, including London.  They reported:  “The relatively rapid turn around of the RESs … together with the RDAs’ annual programmes of action, means that relating the RPG/RTS production to the RES timetable is relatively straightforward. However ... the intrinsic weight of the economic agenda and the speedy and largely private approval process of the RES … mean that it effectively has pole position amongst regional strategies.  This is not necessarily conductive to integration in the sense of recognising the three-way relationship between transport, spatial and economic policies”.  (Para. 5.2.12, ‘Integration of Regional Transport Strategies with Spatial Planning Policies’, 2004).  [SLD/NWTAR/2]. (Url:  www.dft.gov.uk/ stellent/groups/dft_science/documents/downloadable/dft_science_027959.pdf)      
(ii)
How will the RSS’s proposed patterns of development impact on the strategic highway and public transport networks?
NW TAR entirely refute the NWRA’s proposed response to this question.  Its second draft claimed the “RSS seeks to concentrate most new development in the region within the regional centres and regional towns and cities identified in the Settlement Hierarchy (Table 7.1)”.   This is clearly not the case in view of the fact that the Draft RSS endorses all 25 strategic regional sites put forward by the Regional Development Agency, many if which are entirely or partially on greenfield/ Green Belt land.  Many of these are in wholly unsustainable locations which would put unacceptable stress on existing networks, the countryside and/or important open spaces.  There is also a big question over the number of homes proposed and how many of these, if approved, would lead to pressures on existing networks and/or demands for new roads.
The NW TAR urge the RSS EIP Panel to seek detailed comments from the Highways Agency on all the newly proposed sites and to insist on a sound evidence-base for so many large sites.  
Matter 5B:  Demand Management
(i)
Does Draft RSS provide clear and sufficient guidance on what is meant by demand management and when and where such measures might be used?

The Draft RSS does not provide sufficiently clear guidance but, here again, NW TAR finds itself in a difficult position because the NWRA included in its re-written policies and text canvassed before the RTAG on September 7th a list (although by no means exhaustive) of possible ‘soft’ measures or smart choices.  This was something of an improvement on the published Draft RSS.  However, there is a lot more the NWRA could have said about this important subject.  As Professor John Whitelegg concluded in the paper he wrote on demand management on behalf of the NW TAR for the NWRA a few years ago: 
“Demand management has significant, untapped potential to assist in the transformation of North West England into a sustainable and competitive region.  It delivers best value, it reduces social exclusion and it delivers greenhouse gas reductions.  It reduces pollution, road traffic accidents and improves health as personal car trips transferred to walk, cycle and public transport contribute to reduced obesity and cardio-vascular efficiency…. It applies equally well to rural areas and to large conurbations and to car travel as well as trips made by large lorries” [SLD/NWTAR/3].  Prof. Whitelegg identified huge support amongst N.W. politicians for road schemes as being a key barrier to achieving a serious, sustained and comprehensive approach to demand management.   This being the case, the RTS needs to be very strong on this issue.
The RTS ought to require Local Authorities to produce transport interventions appropriate to their local areas which will reduce car dependent activity, achieve modal shift, reduce harmful emissions and contribute to the regional climate change targets which should be a part of the over-arching policies.  Local authorities have a responsibility for air quality.  The connections between this responsibility, health and quality of life ought to be graphically made.  Local Authorities need to have it spelt out that there would be much greater long term benefits in providing high quality school buses, safe cycling and walking routes to school, better cycling and walking conditions generally and in providing ‘Home Zones’ in built-up areas and quiet lanes and greenways networks in rural areas than there is in providing more road space.  Local Authority officers would actually find it useful to be able to point their elected members to such strictures.
It would also be useful to help sway hearts and minds towards smaller transport interventions if the RTS quoted research into the cumulative effect of a series of soft measures/ smart choices.  Lynn Sloman, in her report for Transport 2000: ‘Less Traffic Where People Live:  How Local Transport Schemes Can Help Cut Traffic’ (2003) developed two scenarios for the application of local measures.  
The ‘enlightened business as usual’ scenario assumed most local authorities did what the best ones are doing already.  This showed that car travel demand could be reduced by 12% during peak hours and by 15% in a typical large urban area.   The ‘ambitious change’ scenario assumed national and local government pulled out all the stops to achieve maximum behaviour change in line with the best that is being achieved internationally.  This demonstrated that car travel demand in peak hours could be cut by 26% and the impact in a typical large urban area could be 33%. [Ref: SLD/NWTAR/4].  (Url:  www.roadblock.org.uk/resources/LessTrafficWherePeopleLive.pdf).  

Following on from this work, the DfT commissioned further research work, the result of which was the document ‘Smarter Choices – Changing the Way We Travel’ in mid 2004 and this was followed in December 2004 by a DfT guide for local authorities:  ‘Making Smarter Choices Work’.  (Url:  www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/ groups/dft_susttravel/documents/page/dft_susttravel_038456.pdf).    Regrettably, however, there is still a long way to go to change the mind-set of local authorities and elected members.   
Also, as Prof.  Whitelegg’s paper alludes to, it should be recognised that demand management applies to freight.  It is no more sustainable for a ‘predict and provide’ mentality (as lauded in the Regional Freight Strategy) to be considered acceptable for freight than it is for the case of car travel.  Duplicated freight movements, empty running and excessive ‘food miles’ are major problems which need to be tackled.  It would be entirely inappropriate for the RSS/RTS to endorse the Regional Freight Strategy which called for much more highway capacity and yet which provides no evidence that all the existing (let alone projected) freight miles are necessary and should be catered for.  NW TAR produced a rebuttal to the Regional Freight Strategy in 2003 that also made an alternative case, ie. ‘Freight and Sustainability’.  We commend it to the EIP Panel.  [SLD/NWTAR/5].   
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